Refugee resettlement in the United States has followed other immigrant settlement patterns in the country, with more refugees in recent decades moving to newer locations, including many smaller cities. There are many success stories in such placements, yet many challenges and questions still remain regarding the integration and acculturation of newcomers. Complicating this context has been the increasingly charged and often xenophobic rhetoric regarding refugees, both globally and as a result of the 2016 U.S. presidential election. This article looks at the intersection of the local particularities of refugee integration in new locations with the national discourse and politics of resettlement in contemporary America. It does so by focusing on the case of Rutland, VT, a small city proposed as a home for Syrian refugees. Like many other cities facing various forms of decline, refugee resettlement was seen by some local officials as an important component of urban renewal. Such plans have become enmeshed within broader anxieties regarding security, feasibility, and integration. This article suggests that understanding the situation in Rutland and the many other small resettlement sites like it across the United States requires moving beyond such rhetoric and fearmongering and instead to look at the actual contexts of the cities in question.
Over the last three decades, refugees-like other immigrant groups in the United States-have been settling in newer places in larger numbers. Unlike past waves who arrived primarily in large gateway cities like New York, Chicago, and San Francisco, today's refugees have been settled in increasing numbers in diverse locations: secondary and smaller cities, suburban areas, rustbelt regions, Midwestern and Southern states, and in rural areas all over the country (RPC, 2017) . Even in the Northeastern United States-a traditional destination for many earlier (primarily European) immigrant groups-the influx of refugees from different parts of Africa, Asia, and the Middle East has profoundly shifted the demographics and social and political life of many communities (Bose, 2015; Coughlan, Stam, & Kingston, 2016) . While accustomed to welcoming newcomers through earlier generations, the newest arrivals pose multiple challenges for their host communities, bringing with them as they often do new languages, cultural norms, religious traditions, skills, and expectations. Similarly, refugees arriving in smaller cities often find themselves navigating a landscape that is not only unfamiliar to them, but also entering a local context that is sometimes poorly equipped to understand how best to address such differences. The resulting mismatch between refugee needs and their host cities' capacities can lead to extra pressures on social services and integration. However, for many smaller communities, especially those facing an uncertain future of industrial decline, an aging population or the outmigration of youth, refugees may represent a lifeline to continued vitality and indeed viability (Lee, Choi, Proulx, & Cornwell, 2015; Smith, 2013) .
The attention paid to the resettlement of refugees in the United States by policymakers and the general public has been generally less compared with other immigrant flows in the United States, especially those of Latino labor migrants-perhaps unsurprisingly given that the latter number in the millions while less than 900,000 refugees have been admitted to the United States since 2000 (RPC, 2017) . However, this situation has changed considerably between 2015 and 2017 as a forced migration crisis in the Middle East and North Africa, a spate of terrorist attacks worldwide, and the growing political power of xenophobic, anti-immigrant, and rightwing groups especially in resettlement countries have focused unwarranted suspicion and negative attention on many refugees across the world. Globally, already traumatized and desperate populations have been made even more vulnerable as they continue to make perilous journeys in search of safety, endure increas-ingly harsh detention conditions, more stringent immigration procedures, and more militarized borders (Gammeltoft-Hansen and Tan, 2017; Rygiel, 2016) .
In this article, I examine this broader trend of growing antiimmigrant/antirefugee rhetoric and policies at the national and international scales in the local context of refugee placements in nongateway city destinations in the United States through the specific case of resettlement in the rural Northeastern United States state of Vermont. In particular, I examine the attempt to expand the existing refugee program to the small city of Rutland that sought in 2016 to become a host community for 100 Syrian refugees. What began as a complex effort to make a humanitarian commitment, address population and economic decline in the city, and best prepare local institutions and services to accommodate and integrate newcomers quickly became overwhelmed by the vociferous political debates on immigration that characterized much of the tumultuous 2016 U.S. Presidential election campaign. Local, national, and international opponents of refugee resettlement regularly clashed with proponents of accepting refugees in town meetings and through the media, while the new U.S. administration and its moves to sharply curtail and narrow admissions since taking office at the beginning of 2017 has thrown into doubt the arrival of not only Syrians in Rutland, but refugees all across the United States.
This article draws for its examination of this case on research from a larger, long-term study of refugee resettlement in smaller cities across the United States. This project uses both publicly available data (both census and placement data available from the State Department) and information gathered through a series of qualitative methods to conduct its inquiry. This includes interviews with a range of key informants involved with resettlement, surveys and focus groups with refugees, and data visualization projects in resettlement sites to explore the reasons that refugees are being placed in smaller and newer locations, what the impact on the refugees has been in terms of a range of outcomes, and what the impact has been on the receiving communities in terms of changing landscapes.
My discussion in this article is drawn from over a decade's worth of community-based research in Vermont. In particular, the review of the Rutland case is based on a series of 20 interviews with key informants-resettlement officials, municipal and state authorities, refugees themselves, and local community membersthat detailed the process of selecting and trying to have the city approved as an official resettlement site. Their responses were coded and analyzed for common themes that emerged regarding perspectives on the goals of resettlement, the challenges that arose, and the potential ways forward. The specific quotes used in this article, however, are mainly meant to be illustrative of the dynamic at the heart of my focus: on the intersection of rising antirefugee rhetoric and policies with local contexts of resettlement. Interviewees are not identified in this article nor given pseudonyms-given the very small size of Vermont, maintaining anonymity is not possible if specific agencies or even general identifiers are used for respondents.
This article focuses on one particular aspect of this work in the case of Rutland-the intersection of national and international discourses on refugees with local priorities, contexts, and assumptions. I begin by describing the existing US Refugee Admissions Program (USRAP), its structure, purpose, the challenges it faces under the present administration, and the spatial patterns of resettlement apparent since 2000. Next, I examine the literature on migration (and especially refugee resettlement) in smaller cities to focus on some of the specific challenges such placements might encounter. In the third section I turn to the case of Vermont in particular to explain the context of the debates regarding the creation of a resettlement site in a new site, and conclude by offering some preliminary thoughts on resettlement in smaller cities in light of the current uncertainty and turmoil regarding refugees in the United States.
The USRAP and Resettlement in Nonmetropolitan Destinations
My focus in this article is on refugees who have been given official status through international law and mechanisms and then resettled in the United States. These are individuals and groups who have been displaced by conflict or have demonstrated a credible fear of harm through various forms of persecution in their home countries, have most often been housed in a refugee camp in another country and have been granted refugee status in a third country. There are many others who fall under the category of forced migrant-internally displaced within a country or those displaced by development projects and environmental causes, for example-yet official refugees are the most closely scrutinized and thus most carefully vetted of such groups (Haines & Rosenblum, 2010) . They have had to have their status approved while still abroad, as opposed to asylum seekers, whose reasons for forced migration may be similar but who claim sanctuary once in their hoped-for host country. Within the United States there are several other categories through which forced migrants might arrive-asylum seekers, special immigrant visa holders, 1 or those with temporary protected status 2 or unaccompanied minors.
3 However, for the purposes of this article, I will be focusing on refugees arriving in the United States through the UNHCRdirected global refugee processing system.
Refugee resettlement in the United States has seen its share of controversies in the years since its formalization as a primarily federal program in 1980. While some groups have been subject to considerable backlash regarding their admittance, others have been given preferential treatment (Portes & Rumbaut, 2014; Timberlake & Oahn Cook, 1984) . As some scholars and advocates have long argued, foreign policy, and geopolitical concerns have often superseded the principles of sanctuary and human rights in U.S. refugee policy (Haines & Rosenblum, 2010) . After dropping significantly in the wake of 9/11, refugee admissions have climbed steadily in the United States in the years since, averaging nearly 75,000 resettlements annually during the 8 years of the Obama administration (RPC, 2017). The Obama administration had responded in particular to the Syrian refugee crisis by agreeing to take on an additional 10,000 Syrians in FY2016 for a total intake of 85,000 individuals and a further 25,000 Syrians in FY2017 for 1 Most recently this includes those who worked with U.S. agencies overseas in Iraq and Afghanistan and subsequently found themselves under threat (US Department of State, 2017).
2 Such as those displaced by the 2010 earthquake in Haiti whose protected status has been renewed since 2014 on a semiannual basis (USCIS, 2017) .
3 These would include the tens of thousands of Central American children who began arriving at the southern U.S. border by early 2013 fleeing violence in their home countries (Rosenblum & Ball, 2016) . This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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a total intake of 110,000 individuals (Federal Register, 2016) . Because of such trends, the United States in recent decades has been one of the most significant third country resettlement destinations in the industrialized world-in absolute numbers, if not per capita (UNHCR, 2017) .
The continuation of such numbers of resettlements is highly unlikely in the United States; however, one of the very first acts of the new Trump administration in 2017 was to suspend the USRAP for 120 days and to cut admissions for FY2017 to 50,000 individuals while specifically barring all Syrians (Annett, 2017) . This executive order was temporarily overturned by U.S. courts-mainly because of accompanying travel bans against visitors and permanent residents from seven Muslim-majority countries-yet the approval of refugees remains entirely within the jurisdiction of the U.S. President. It is not surprising, given the administration's stated suspicion of and hostility toward refugees, that a reintroduced ban in March, 2017 sought to suspend the refugee program again; while this too was temporarily blocked by the courts, by July 2017 a Supreme Court ruling reinstated the limit to arrivals pending their hearing the case later in the year (Brandt, 2017) . Whatever the outcome of this decision, the USRAP is likely to find itself under severe strain in the coming years, with lowered numbers and more layers of screening added to an already extensive vetting process.
The refugee resettlement system that has come under such strong partisan attack is one that has evolved in the U.S. since 1980 as a private-public-partnership, in which the U.S. government approves the screening and selection of refugees overseas and a group of nongovernmental organizations take charge of selecting placement locations and organizing the resettlement and integration process (Yan, 2006) . The structure of the USRAP is fragmented and often disjointed, a legacy of an earlier era in which resettlement was primarily led by faith-based, secular and ethnic or identity-based organizations advocating for the rights of refugees and asylum seekers and often leading integration efforts as private sponsors (Barneche & Joe, 2014) . We see evidence of this history in the names and missions of the resettlement agencies (sometimes called voluntary agencies or VOLAGs) who contract with the U.S. government to resettle refugees: These resettlement agencies in turn administer resettlement services in a number of different ways-in some cases they operate field offices as satellites while in others they subcontract with local immigration organizations or social service providers. Cities, states, and counties are also part of the complex system that governs resettlement. Some states, for example, have extensive offices dedicated to refugee services and an official State Refugee Coordinator, while in others resettlement agency staff fulfill this statewide coordinating role. 4 Depending on the size of the city, municipal governments too may play a significant role in resettlement-and depending on the size of the state, county authorities may also be involved. At the federal level, there are also a number of different agencies that refugees, their advocates, and resettlement organizations must navigate including U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (in the Department of Homeland Security), the Bureau of Population, Refugees and Migration (in the Department of State), and the Office of Refugee Resettlement (in the Department of Health and Human Services), not to mention a number of refugee-related programs in other departments.
Altogether, this assemblage of federal, state and local authorities works to approve refugee admissions and (with the help of the resettlement agencies) helps to assign them to new homes. The USRAP also provides up to eight months of direct financial assistance to refugees and access to a range of social services (including employment aid, language training, medical care, and food stamps) beyond the initial resettlement period. While the role played by government authorities is a key part of this process, some scholars have suggested that the parastatal functions taken on by the resettlement agencies have made them the formative institutions in the adaptation and integration experience for refugees (Clevenger, Derr, Cadge, & Curran, 2014; Nawyn, 2010) . It is they who find refugees a place to live, a job, food and clothing, counseling, connections within their new community, language classes, and transportation to destinations. It is through them that the USRAPs priorities in integration-primarily focused on economic self-sufficiency-are often expressed. For example, resettlement agencies are involved in the federal Matching Grant Program-in which those refugees who are deemed strong candidates for making a quick transition to their new homes due to advanced language skills, previous training and aptitude are given more financial support over a shorter time period (ORR, 2017b) . Such programs are, however, seen by some critics as reproducing gender and racial/ethnic hierarchies within the job market (Nawyn, 2010) .
A pattern that has become especially apparent since 2000 is that the USRAP is placing refugees increasingly within smaller cities (RPC, 2017) . This trend echoes a similar one for immigrants more widely in the United States-as numerous studies have shown that immigrants are settling outside of the gateway cities such as New York, Chicago, and San Francisco that have long been associated with their arrival (Massey, 2008; Singer, Hardwick, & Brettell, 2008) . Secondary cities, small towns, and rural areas are increasingly host to newer groups of immigrants. However, while labor migrants, those seeking family reunification, or those immigrating for educational opportunities have at least in theory some level of agency in choosing where it is that they might settle, refugees do not have the same choices. Their initial placement is instead chosen for them through the USRAP process (Mott, 2010) . We can see a similar pattern of refugee resettlements in increasing numbers outside of the traditional metropolitan gateway cities from 2000 onward and in the fact that refugees represent a greater proportion of the population for smaller cities (Table 1) .
Such trends have continued and indeed intensified in recent years. During the second term of the Obama administration, 4 In the wake of recent controversies several states-such as Texas and Maine-have pulled out of the federal refugee program. This does not mean that they no longer resettle refugees-Texas is one of the two largest resettlement states-but the statewide functions are now coordinated by resettlement agency staff (Kennedy, 2016) . This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
refugees were placed in 230 cities with more than half of that number being cities with less than 60,000 residents (RPC, 2017; Figure 1 ).
New Refugee Destinations
What is the rationale for placing refugees in such places? As mentioned previously for states such as Vermont refugees can represent a much-needed infusion of vitality, energy, and talent. They may bring diversity to an otherwise homogenous population and provide a tax base and spur new businesses and growth necessary for renewing many cities otherwise in apparent decline. Singer and Wilson (2011) , for example, describe the positive impact of refugee resettlement in Utica, NY, where they have been responsible for opening new restaurants, grocery stores, clothing stores, and hair salons and have additionally provided significantly to the local workforce for many employers and improved neighborhoods by purchasing and renovating declining housing stock.
Yet, for many communities that have had little experience with integrating newcomers-especially immigrants whose racial, religious, linguistic, or cultural backgrounds mark them as being visibly different as opposed to past immigrant groups-there are often as many challenges as opportunities to contend with in engaging with their new arrivals. Many of these nontraditional immigrant sites lack many of the resources that have helped to ease the transitions for newcomers in more established immigrant destinations (Massey, 2008; Singer & Wilson, 2011) . Even before the current controversies regarding refugee resettlement, many within host communities have been grappling with questions and concerns regarding their capacity to incorporate and integrate refugee newcomers (Committee on Foreign Relations, 2010; Haines & Rosenblum, 2010) . At the same time, refugee groups themselves are challenging service providers and resettlement agencies to ensure that their needs are properly met (GAO, 2012) .
Such concerns reflect research showing that refugees, whether in larger or smaller resettlement sites in the United States or elsewhere, are often subject to existing patterns and practices of spatial inequality such as segregation (Feng, 2006) , marginalization (Eastmond, 2011) , and social exclusion (McBrien, 2011) . Housing in particular is a chief concern for many advocates for better integration experiences (Carter & Vitiello, 2011) . Hiebert and Mendez (2008) find that there are negligible rates of home ownership among refugee households in Vancouver 4 years after their arrival, while Carter and Osborne (2009) similarly suggest that in Winnipeg some 85% of refugees remain in the rental sector 3 years after arrival. Ray and Rose (2011) argue that while there may be some positive resettlement experiences in smaller cities and towns for some refugees, the lack of a critical mass of people This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
from their ethnic, religious, cultural, and linguistic groups often lead newcomers to make frequent and expensive trips to larger cities to build and maintain necessary social networks. A lack of access to employment and health care are additionally a source of concern for many refugees in their new homes (Mitschke, Mitschke, Slater, & Teboh, 2011) , as is participation in education (Neidell & Waldfogel, 2009 ). Abdelkerim and Grace (2012) suggest that the resulting poor resettlement outcomes emanating from such experiences lead to a lack of self-sufficiency and political agency among refugees, while Uteng argues that "constrained mobility [is] a constitutive factor of social exclusion" (Uteng, 2009 (Uteng, , p. 1057 for refugee women in Scandinavia. Additionally, cross-cultural miscommunication has often led to mistrust between communities as studies on Southeast Asian refugees in smaller cities in California (Miyares, 1998) and Massachusetts (Pho, Gerson, & Cowan, 2007) , on Somali across the United States (Newberry & Darden, 2011) , and Bhutanese in New York (Kraly & Vogelaar, 2011) have shown.
While there is often an assumption that such misunderstandings are the result of ignorance, hostility, or prejudice within the receiving community some studies have suggested that a paternalistic attitude held by service providers can exacerbate tensions and distrust among refugees. This was the case, for example, in the controversies surrounding the response of a resettlement agency to reports of lead poisoning among refugee children in Manchester, NH and what newcomers saw as an inadequate intervention by the resettlement agency (Caron, Tshabangu-Soko, & Finefrock, 2013) . Hume and Hardwick (2005) , however, argue that the nonprofits that provide front-line resettlement services simply do not have the resources to meet the varied and specialized needs of the diverse populations that they work with. As a result, many groups of migrants turn to one another or their own specific communities to help one another, either informally or through mutual aid associations (MAAs), some of which also receive funding from the federal government or individual states (ORR, 2017a). And in many cases these organizations have also employed former refugees themselves as staff, cultural brokers and advocates. However, such alternatives seem more viable within larger cities where ethnic enclaves and larger immigrant communities sharing a similar background (not only refugees) are more likely to be found. In smaller cities, such inter-and intracommunity resources are more difficult to draw upon. And as Shaw (2014) points out, such practices often place a heavy burden on those members of the refugee community who play the dual roles of newcomer and facilitator of transitions, with expectations from both their ethnic peer group and employer particularly high.
A crucial component of integration strategies for resettlement agencies in general and especially important within newer sites and smaller cities has been the use of networks of volunteers to assist with the transitions. This has been a successful model not only in the United States, but also in other receiving countries in the Global North. In Australia, for example, volunteers have helped to fill the gap between underresourced government and community service workers in rural resettlement, though some have raised concerns regarding their lack of training and preparation (Sawtell, Dickson-Swift, & Verrinder, 2010) . In Canada, a "regionalization" and "hub and spoke" model has been adopted to help spread the incoming refugee population more evenly across the country and outside of the major metropolitan areas (ISSBC Staff, personal communication, March 1, 2017) and similarly depends heavily on volunteers (as well as private sponsors) for assistance in such areas. Canada's previous experience with resettling in smaller locations has had mixed results. As Sherrell, Hyndman, and Preniqi (2005) point out in their study of Kosovars placed in a smaller location in British Columbia, while the resettlement could be seen as a success in that those placed in this smaller site did not leave it, they do not see any evidence that the smaller size of their new host community aided in a quicker transition-the refugees experienced significant difficulties in obtaining employment and receiving language training, while their social networks consisted almost entirely of other arrivals from their own community.
In the cases cited by the literature discussed here, the experiences of resettlement have been mixed-for refugees and receiving communities alike. However, perhaps nowhere did the challenges of refugee integration in a nontraditional, nonmetropolitan area become as clear as in that of Lewiston, Maine in 2002. A small town with a similar predominantly homogenous (White) demographic as most of Vermont, Lewiston had emerged by the early 2000s as a significant secondary destination for many Somali refugees resettled in other parts of the United States. While they were welcomed by many local residents, others felt threatened by the influx, notably the mayor who published an open letter advising Somalis to stop coming to his town. A vigorous debate ensued with protests both for and against the arrivals. More than a decade later, the Somali resettlement has been a significant success (Associated Press, 2016). Rabrenovic (2007) suggests that not only did the newcomers contribute to the city's renewal and a series of positive economic and social transformations, the social services designed initially to benefit refugees were soon extended to other native-born members of the population, especially the elderly and special needs residents. It is in light of such examples in the United States and across the globe that I turn in the next section to the case of Vermont.
Case Study: Rutland, VT
Vermont is a primarily rural state with an entire population of less than 650,000 people, and is also one of the least diverse regions of the United States, with 97% of the population identifying in the 2010 Census as White (US Census Bureau, 2017b) . Nevertheless, the state has been officially resettling refugees since the early 1980s, due in part to the dominance of liberal and progressive political parties at both the state and municipal levels and general support for proimmigration policies among a majority of the population (Kelley, 2014) . As a small state, resettlement in Vermont is led by three main entities: the Vermont Refugee Resettlement Program (VRRP), which is a field office of USCRI, a local MAA, the Association of Africans Living in Vermont (that despite its name serves all refugees) and the office of the State Refugee Coordinator.
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Refugee placements in Vermont have followed national priorities for the most part with arrivals from Vietnam in the 1980s, Bosnians 5 Vermont is also a so-called "Wilson-Fish" state, an alternative program whereby cash and medical assistance as well as other social services are provided either through resettlement agencies or through state agencies in partnership with nonprofits (ORR, 2017c) . This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
and Eastern Europeans in the 1990s, Africans from the early 2000s onward, Bhutanese, Burmese and Iraqis from 2008 onward, and the potential of Syrians beginning in 2017 (RPC, 2017) . 6 Nearly all of the refugees settled in Vermont-close to 7000 between 1987 and 2017-have been placed in Chittenden County, home to the state's largest city of Burlington and nearly a third of the state's entire population. While 7,000 refugees might not seem like an overwhelming number, even in a state with less than 650,000 people, when one considers that all of those placements have been within four towns whose combined population is closer to 60,000. Refugees make up nearly a tenth of the overall population in the specific Vermont towns into which they have been placed.
For the most part, resettlement within Vermont has generally been seen as a success. Employment for new arrivals has remained high since the inception of the program, primarily because of the relationships cultivated by the local resettlement agency with several large institutional employers while integration for several groups-especially the Vietnamese, Bosnians, and Bhutanesehas been viewed by many service providers and local officials as relatively seamless. There have been more challenges faced by African refugees, especially those from Somalia and Sudan, with accusations of racial profiling by police and discrimination in the education system chief among the complaints lodged by newcomers (Bose, 2015) . Race and religion undoubtedly has played an important role the reception and perception of refugees in Vermont, as it has in other parts of the United States; while Bosnians can effectively "Whiten" over time and Vietnamese and Bhutanese might benefit from aspects of the "model minority" stereotypes, many African refugees are often doubly stigmatized as both black and Muslim in the United States.
Despite such controversies, the resettlement of refugees in Vermont has been embraced by the general public as seen in the results of this opinion poll conducted between 2015 and 2017 by the author with a representative sample of households across the state and in the midst of a polarizing national election campaign (Figure 2) .
As a result of the generally positive view of refugee resettlement in Vermont, the question of placing refugees in towns outside of Chittenden County has arisen on several occasions. One interviewee describes it as follows:
We had explored the possibilities of placing refugees in other towns, mostly because Burlington officials had complained for some time that they were bearing the full brunt of integrating newcomers and if this was meant to be a state program then more communities in the state should be sharing the responsibilities. (Resettlement agency staff, personal communication, February 15, 2017) As a result, an earlier experiment was attempted in Barre, a central Vermont town of less than 10,000 people where small groups of Eastern European refugees were settled in the late 1990s. This experiment was seen as something of a failure because a majority of those resettled moved to Chittenden County within a few years as they continued to feel somewhat uncomfortably visible within the local community. From the perspective of some local leaders, they felt as though they had not been sufficiently prepared to receive an influx of newcomers. Another interviewee said:
Thinking back on it, I wish we had spent more time letting the local service providers know a bit more about who was coming and what to expect. We had a problem with some clinics and other providers not wanting to take refugee clients and we had to spend a lot of time explaining their backgrounds and that they could not simply refuse to serve them because of the language difficulties or other differences. That didn't help the refugees feel very welcome. (Resettlement agency staff, personal communication, May 7, 2016) However, in Chittenden County, where the vast majority of refugees had been settled since the inception of the program, integration was for the most part seen as a success. Employment, housing, education, and civic integration were generally seen as having positive outcomes for most refugees with home ownership, stable jobs, and achievement in schools notable for many of the Vietnamese, Bosnian, and Bhutanese refugees in particular. The story was not quite as rosy for many of the African refugees who had arrived during the 2000s-a number of high school students walked out of classes in 2012 for example, in protest against discrimination within the schools (Walsh, 2012) , while others have complained of racial profiling by police.
Nevertheless by 2011 a number of towns approached the resettlement agency to explore the possibility of expanding the number of sites. At least one received serious consideration in 2013-including scoping studies funded by the federal government-but in the end while it had sufficient employment and affordable housing to support resettlement, did not have enough support within the local school system to sustain a resettled population (Resettlement agency staff, personal communication, January 12, 2015) . By 2015, however, especially in light of the dramatic increase in forced migration from Syria and North Africa in particular, at least seven Vermont towns once again approached VRRP to inquire about their suitability as resettlement sites (Resettlement Agency Staff, personal communication, June 8, 2015) . Out of such initial and preliminary conversations, Rutland emerged as a prospective candidate to host refugees. In order, not to repeat the mistakes made before with Barre, the approach taken in 2015 was meant to be much more deliberative and consultative. Local leaders-primarily the Mayor of Rutland and his staff as well as state and VRRP officials-set out to hold meetings with stakeholders. These included local school officials, employers, landlords, social service providers, and health care agencies. Their idea was to properly assess whether the town had the capacity to accept newcomers, especially those fleeing the various traumas of war.
It is important here to recognize the context of Rutland. It is the third largest city in Vermont with a population of 16,495, located in the southern part of the state. Its history is primarily as an industrial town focused on marble quarries with work drawing in mainly European immigrants in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. As with many similar industrial towns it has undergone considerable decline in recent decades. Particular concerns facing the town include an aging population, out-migration of youth, and a significant opioid addiction crisis. It has never been an official resettlement site in the past. The demographics of the town compared with Vermont and the rest of the nation are shown in Table 2 .
Overall then, Rutland is generally poorer, Whiter, and somewhat less expensive than either the rest of the state or the country as a whole. Manufacturing remains the dominant industry in town 6 While some groups present in large numbers in other parts of the United States (e.g., Cubans, Afghans, and Eritreans) have not been settled in Vermont, this is mostly because of the clustering strategies of resettlement agencies. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
employing just under a quarter of residents, with retail, construction, hospitality and food services, and educational services all employing significant numbers (US Census Bureau, 2017a). A serious challenge facing the city was not only an aging population but also the outmigration of youth, an issue facing the state as well. Like Lewiston and many other small cities across the country, there was hope among some civic leaders that such declines might be reversed through the arrival of refugees (Henderson, 2016) . However, the plans to take a deliberative approach to any proposed resettlement quickly became derailed through a combination of both local and national politics. As the city announced that it would be seeking to resettle 100 Syrian refugees beginning in the fall of 2016, a backlash grew (Keck, 2016a) . At the local level critics-including some on city council-complained that plans had been hatched in secret, that the general public had not been consulted, and that as a result trust had been broken between the city and its citizens (Davis, 2016) . A group called Rutland First began to organize against the proposed resettlement, bringing in prominent antirefugee activists like Ann Corcoran (founder of Resettlement Watch) to speak against the plans and challenging the mayor and resettlement officials on their actions, asking that a public vote be held on the proposed resettlement. Many of the concerns noted by the group echoed the same themes of the national debate on refugees, with security, issues with vetting, the possibility of economic fraud, the possibilities of migrants bringing infectious diseases into the community, and the unraveling of the existing social fabric heading the list of anxieties (Keck, 2016b) . Against such fears and concerns, the mayor and director of VRRP both strongly defended the decision on placing refugees in Rutland, arguing that the community had plenty of resources to help support resettlement (MacQuarrie, 2016) . In the words of one interviewee:
I am not going to put anyone into that community unless I can be sure they have enough opportunity, support and a clear pathway to success. For all the criticism we have received from some, in my view it really is a small minority of people who are being vocal. There are a lot more who have been just as active if not more in reaching out to help us. (Resettlement agency staff, personal communication, December 15, 2016) This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
And indeed, at the same time that Rutland First became active so too did another grassroots organization called Rutland Welcomes, one focused on building support and services at the neighborhood level, with over 20 separate groups spread across the city and hundreds of volunteers ready to assist newcomers integrate.
Conclusion
The case of Syrians in Rutland and refugees in Vermont is one echoing throughout the Unitec States today. There are many smaller cities and communities throughout the United States that have been resettling refugees for several years if not decades. As part of my larger study of such patterns, I have been interviewing state and local officials across the country and hear a similar story whether from Nebraska or Arkansas, Texas or California, or all points in-between: strong levels of local support for resettlement encountering resistance from a much smaller but much more vocal group that often plays into broader fears and anxieties regarding immigration and change.
What is to become of the case of Syrians in Rutland, VT? As yet it is very difficult to make predictions. The USRAP, having reached the limits imposed by the Trump administration and upheld by the Supreme Court is likely to change substantially in the coming years. A Republican proposal to dramatically cut the number of legal immigrants to the United States (Gelatt, 2017) includes a statutory cap of 50,000 refugees per year to be accepted by the United States, a significant alteration to the current structure whereby the office of the President has considerable latitude to respond to global forced migration crises. The repeated attempts by the current administration to impose what critics have decried as a "Muslim ban" also suggests that the list of acceptable source countries for refugees to the United States may be considerably narrowed.
In Rutland itself, only a handful of families and less than 25 individuals have so far been able to travel to Rutland (Sari, 2017) . What will their experience of integration and resettlement be in an era of heightened racial and political tensions, where they-along with other immigrant groups-have been scapegoated by many within the country for a host of different problems. While it is too early yet to tell what the experience in Rutland may be, one can hope that the positive experience of Lewiston, Burlington, and many other small communities across the United States that have been hosting refugees for years will be a guide.
